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D. Hamblin; Mr. S. Yee. 
Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order by Dr. Kenniff at 2:18pm. 


Approval of Agenda 
The Agenda, as presented, was approved. 


Approval of-Senate Minutes of 3 April 1992 


Prof. Kryzanowski stated that he had a real problem with the Minutes in that 
while he found that they recorded the responses quite well, they did a very 
poor job in terms of the questions; and that it was his recommendation that 
everything that was said should be recorded. 


In response to the above, Dr. Kenniff advised that insofar as he was aware, 
this was the first time that a request of this nature had been made in Senate; 
that the Minutes of the meeting of 3 April 1992 were consistent with the 
style of Senate minutes for as long as Mr. Noonan had been Secretary of 
Senate: and that the Secretary quite diligently and honestly had prepared the 
Minutes in the same manner and style as he had always done. 


Prof. Newman stated that she was sure that what Dr. Kenniff had said was 
true; but that on the other hand, we had a verbatim tape, and we had the 
difference in the Minutes in that while we had extensive quotations, we did 
not have complete ones; and that either all of the quotations should be taken 
out of the Minutes, or the verbatim report be put in. 


Prof. Locke stated that if what was suggested above was what Senate 
actually wanted, we could simply install a little better microphone system 
and mass-produce and distribute cassettes to all members of Senate; but he 


suspected that the problem would be that no one would listen to a cassette, 
whereas some people would in fact read abbreviated Senate minutes. 


Dr. Kenniff suggested that before getting into a debate on the matter, 
someone should propose a motion to approve the Minutes as circulated. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. STELCNER, SECONDED BY MR. 
LOWTHER, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 3 
APRIL 1992, BE APPROVED. 


Prof. Kryzanowski stated that it was unacceptable to have, for example, 
statements such as - "In response to a comment and questions..." 
(paragraph 2, page 9), "In responding to questions.." (paragraph 1, page 
10) , and in many other places in the Minutes; and that responses could not 
be interpreted without the questions. 


Prof. Newman added that moreover, the coverage in the Minutes between 
pages 2 and 21 could not be described as a brief account; that we should 
have either a brief account or everything; and that she personally would 
prefer to have everything. 


In response to a question as to the definition of "minutes" , Dr. Kenniff 
advised that minutes were different things in different bodies; that they must 
record the decisions made, the resolutions passed, the amendments made, 
etc. , i.e. , that basically the substance of minutes was, and could be limited 
to, the relation of the decisions made by a body during the course of its 
deliberations; that on the other hand, minutes could include more or less a 
description of the debate that led to a decision; that while some bodies, such 
as legislatures, printed verbatim records, e.g., Hansard, traditionally Senate 
has published a record that was relatively thorough but was not complete in 
the sense that it did not include everything that was said; that from his own 
experience, in most instances Senators probably would find it very dreary to 
read through a verbatim account of each Senate meeting; that other bodies 
produced minutes in a more or less abbreviated fashion, and that there was 
no standard rules about this; and that if Senate was to dictate that it wanted a 
verbatim account of every meeting, we would try to produce one, but that it 
has been his experience over a considerable period of time that confidence 
has always been expressed in the manner in which the Secretary has 
generated the minutes. 


Mr. Pomerleau expressed the feeling that the last few sets of minutes had 
been the longest in history; and that they were long enough, and there was 
no justification for having an even more comprehensive and longer account 
than what had been produced, which, he suggested , was already the size of 
a book. 


Prof. Auchinachie, who had been a former Secretary of the Arts Faculty 
Council, stated that anyone who had ever been a meeting secretary would 
know that you must abbreviate to some extent; that a verbatim account 
would be impossible and repetitive, etc; that a certain amount of trust must 
be placed in the secretary to edit out what was redundant, to possibly 


preserve a verbatim saying if it was telling or somehow memorable, etc. ; 
that there was a certain amount of homogenization involved, i.e., depending 
on the prose style of the minute-taker, members could be made to sound as 
if they either were in Disraeli's parliament or from L'il Abner; that a 
secretary must complete sentences or otherwise make them coherent, or edit 
them out, etc; that while there was a certain amount of editorializing 
involved, it did not indicate ill-will necessarily, but rather the compassability 
of the meeting; that where someone feels that they have not been adequately 
represented in the minutes, they could say so; that verbatim minutes often 
would result in people attempting to "doctor" very minor points in the 
record, e.g. t he recalled a Joke about the love life of Catherine the Great 
and the structure of Leningrad where he thought that he had heard that it 
was a combination of Geography, History and Athletics, when in fact the 
professor had said aesthetics; that in his opinion it would be folly to require 
verbatim minutes; and that the Minutes of the Senate meeting of 3 April 
1992 in fact were fairly full, and that if people say that they are not 
represented in the Minutes they could point out specific instances. 


Prof. Kryzanowski argued that it was easy to trivialize concerns that people 
had with respect to the Minutes; and that length was not a proper rationale in 
terms of arguing what the Minutes should be. He further stated that it was 
his position that the Minutes reflected the responses much more than the 
questions; that there were many examples of this, e.g. , the penultimate 
paragraph on page 14 which stated - "Responding to a number of 
questions..."; that no one could interpret the responses in the Minutes 
unless they knew what the questions were; that in his opinion it was proper 
to include the questions in the Minutes; that he had made a certain point 
under section 92-4-9 on page 22 which he considered to be important, but 
which was not even recorded; that he could give many more examples; and 
that he was not saying that there was any ill-will on the part of the 
Secretary, but that it was proper to give both the questions and the 
responses, especially when so much care had been taken in terms of the 
responses. 


Prof. Newell stated that he had asked what he considered to be a very 
crucial question concerning the matter, i.e., whether the Chairman of the 
Board of Governors had the privilege, as a matter of choice, to withhold the 
report of the Advisory Search Committee from the Board as a whole, or 
whether the report belonged to the Board; but that he could not find the 
question reflected in the Minutes. 


Prof. Drysdale raised a question as to the accuracy of the statement 
attributed to the Rector beginning at line 13, page 6, with reference to 
Article 33, which, he suggested, more correctly should have referred to 
both Article 32 and Article 33, and also the ending phrase which was in 
quotation marks but which, he advised, was not an exact quote from Article 
33. 


In response to the above, Dr. Kenniff suggested that the reference probably 
should have included Articles 32 and 33; and that he was not responsible for 
the quotation marks associated with the phrase in question, and which, he 


advised, was a paraphrase of Article 33, but it was not a direct quote. He 
suggested that this particular section of the Minutes might be changed to 
read "Articles 32 and 33 of the existing rules and procedures, which 
required that...", and that the quotation marks at the end of the phrase be 
deleted. 


Prof. Drysdale stated, with respect to the above suggestion, that it would 
depend upon what the Rector had actually said, but that the quotation marks 
could be removed and probably should be. 


Dr. Kenniff stated that he did not have the form of total recall that would 
allow him to confirm exactly what. he had said; but he suggested again, and 
it was agreed by the mover and seconder that the quotation marks be 
deleted. 


Ms. Nero stated that she had heard several verbal accounts from individuals 
who were at the meeting and that they differed very much from the 
impression one got from reading the Minutes; that she concurred that it was 
unfair to characterize the discussion and debate that took place in terms of 
the very rigorously outlined and even detailed account of the responses 
without a correspondingly rigorously outlined account of the questions, 
particularly where it simply says "In response to questions. . . " without 
indicating which Senator put the question to the individuals who were 
responding; that it clearly was very difficult to figure out whether the verbal 
accounts that she had heard from individuals were from a totally different 
meeting than the one recorded in the Minutes; that she thought that some 
lively debates had occurred; that she understood that Minutes rarely reflected 
accurately the liveliness of the debate, perhaps rightly BO, but that it seemed 
clear to her that there must be as much attention put to the details of the 
questions, because they characterized the sentiments of those putting the 
questions to the body as a whole; and that we owed the people putting the 
questions the respect to detail in at least as much detail as had been given to 
the responses. 


Dr. Cohen stated that he did not see a major issue as to whether we should 
have verbatim minutes of Senate meetings, or cassettes, etc. , nor did he 
believe that that was what was being debated; that it was his impression that 
in this case, some people who had asked questions felt that the questions 
were not being reflected, while those who had given answers have not been 
unhappy with the responses; that he would have thought that given the way 
that it had come up, and that it seemed to be an issue, suggestions as to 
what the questions were, specifically with respect to particular. points in the 
Minutes, should be listed and presented, and which could then be rendered 
by the Secretary in the same fashion as the responses, and be brought back 
at the next meeting; that there were 3, 4 or 5 places that had been mentioned 
where the question did not seem to be clear from what the answer was, at 
least in the minds of the people who had asked the questions, and that those 
places perhaps could be addressed by the Secretary in his usual style as a 
paraphrase of the questions, and see if the questioners were then satisfied; 
and that this would be done in this instance only, so that we did not end up 
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with a decision that from now on we could have a verbatim account of 
Senate meetings, which would be a rather disastrous conclusion. 


Prof. Newman stated that what had been suggested above reflected the 
sense of what she had wanted, rather than a verbatim account. 


Prof. Stelcner raised the question as to why "in this instance only", and 
what would prevent this from occurring in every instance. 


Dr. Cohen explained that he had suggested that we should make a decision 
on this instance today. 


Prof. Kryzanowski stated that he thought that the point that Dr. Cohen was 
trying to make was that in this particular case, the people who had asked the 
questions were not pleased with the Minutes; that he assumed that the 
people who had made the responses, and who have not said anything, were 
extremely pleased; and that it was a matter of satisfying the people who had 
asked the questions. 


Dr. Kenniff stated that he was incapable of responding to the 
characterization "with pleasure" with respect to the content of his remarks; 
that Prof. Drysdale had made a remark about the content of one aspect of it, 
and that he had agreed with a part of what he had said, and had taken under 
advisement the other parts; that it was a process of reading through the 
Minutes and attempting to ascertain in general whether they reflected the 
nature of the discussion that had taken place, and no more; and that certainly 
with respect to the parts of the Minutes that reflected the responses that he 
had given, there was general satisfaction on his part that what was there 
respected the responses that he had given. 


THE MAIN MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE 
MEETING OF 3 APRIL 1992, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, 
(11 in favour; 6 opposed; 4 abstentions). 


Prof. Kryzanowski requested that his vote against the motion be recorded. 


Remarks from the Chair 


Dr. Kenniff announced that the official opening of the joint 
Concordia/UQAM Asia Pacific Communications Research Centre would 
take place in mid-June, 1992; that an office had been established in the 
Communication Studies Department on the Loyola Campus, and a 
documentation Centre established at UQAM's Communications Department; 
that an additional $100,000.00 in project money had been received from a 
variety of sources, including the Japan Foundation, the Korea Foundation 
and the Canada ASEAN Centre, with matching funds from the original 
3-year grant made by the Max Bell Foundation. He also announced that 
Concordia had been awarded two Educational Institution Programme (EIP) 
grants from CIDA, out of a total of 24 awards which were made across 
Canada, which he advised, was the maximum number that could be 
awarded to any one institution; that the first award in the amount of 11 
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million dollars over 5 years was given to the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration to develop management programmes in Trinidad and 
Tobago; and the second award for $800,000.00 went to the Department of 
Education to develop primary school teacher training programmes in 
Zimbabwe. 


Also, with respect to a number of items which might otherwise be reported 
on under Steering Committee in the next Agenda item, Dr. Kenniff drew 
members attention to the draft document being handed out by the Secretary, 
which, he advised, dealt with an agenda for the special Senate meeting to 
which the Board of Governors was being invited to discuss the role of each 
body with respect to the academic Mission of the University, and which 
was scheduled to be held at 3:30 pm, Wednesday, 20 May 1992. He also 
advised that the Secretary had communicated the invitation to members of 
the Board of Governors; and that Dr. Sheinin had accepted the 
responsibility for organizing the programme as indicated on page 2 of the 
document. 


In addition, Dr. Kenniff advised that the Executive Committee of the Board 
of Governors had expressed its willingness to meet with the Steering 
Committee of Senate at an appropriate moment; that this was the result of a 
resolution that had been adopted by Senate whereby the two groups were 
being asked to study events of the past year, to talk about the organization 
of a regular Fall meeting of the Board and Senate at the beginning of term, 
and to make recommendations about the agenda for that meeting; that it was 
the feeling of the Steering Committee that although Senate had set the 
deadline for the meeting to be held before 1 May 1992, because of the 
technical difficulties of organizing such a meeting, and because a joint 
meeting of Senate and the Board had been scheduled for 20 May 1992, it 
would be preferable to wait a bit before organizing a joint Executive 
Committee and Steering Committee meeting because it seemed that the 
issues of immediate interests that would be discussed might be discussed by 
the full meeting of Senate and the Board of Governors; and that it was 
intended that perhaps later this month or early in June, the Steering 
Committee and the Executive Committee would indeed hold a joint meeting. 


Finally, Dr. Kenniff reported that with respect the Notice of Motion that had 
been given at the last Senate meeting by Prof. Knitter concerning course 
scheduling compressions, it had been agreed by the Steering Committee that 
the most expeditious and effective way in which to deal with this matter 
would be to refer it directly to APC for consideration and subsequent 
recommendation to Senate. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


In drawing members' attention to the Fall 1992 and 1993 Undergraduate 
Enrolment Forecasts, (document US-92-5-D1) which was being tabled for 
information, Dr. Bertrand urged Senators to note the problem areas 
highlighted in the document, particularly with respect to Science enrolments; 
and he asked members to convey to him any suggestions that they might 
have in terms of possibly alleviating the problems v and which he would 
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refer to the appropriate committee or office for discussion and 
consideration. 


Question Period 


Prof. Newman, after offering congratulations to Dr. Kenniff for the 
successes with respect to the Asia Pacific Studies and the EIP, wondered 
whether the Council for International Academic Cooperation (CIAC) had 
had any involvement in these projects. 


In response to the above, Dr. Kenniff advised that CIAC had been involved 
in the process and had worked with the various units in preparing the EIP 
proposals which were submitted, and in ensuring that the on-going 
discussions with CIDA and the various evaluation groups were running 
smoothly; and that the Asia Pacific Research project had been developed 
jointly by the two Departments, with some input from the CIAC, and that 
since the award had been made, the on-going contacts have been maintained 
through CIAC. 


In response to a question from Ms. Nero as to why students, who make up 
almost 1/3 of the voting Senate membership, were not included on the panel 
for the special Senate and Board of Governors meeting, Dr. Sheinin stated 
that she really did not have a good answer for the question; that the make-up 
of the panel arose out of emerging discussions, and that it had been felt that 
it was very important to have the voices of the various people listed in the 
programme; that the document that’ had been circulated was a draft 
proposal, and certainly could be changed; that she suspected that the real 
explanation was that students had been very busy, over the past while with 
examinations, etc., and were absent from her immediate view; and that she 
would be happy to speak with Ms. Nero about the matter following the 
Senate meeting. 


In voicing concern about the method of appointment of student 
representatives to the recently-established Review Committee for Student 
Administrative Services, Mr. Toone argued that the Office of the 
Vice-Rector, Services, in making the appointments, had departed from the 
process that had existed in the University in the past which involved input 
from the Student Association; that given that the review would affect very 
basic student services at Concordia, the matter should not be taken lightly; 
and that cooperation with the Student Association may, in fact, be necessary 
vis-a-vis the Review Committee processes. He also wondered whether any 
attempts had been made to contact the Student Association, and what the 
results of the attempts were. 


Responding to the above, Dr. Bertrand, Vice-Rector, Services, advised that 
this was the first time that any. such Task Force had been structured out of 
the Office of the Vice-Rector, Services, and that in consequence, there was 
no past practice that would be applicable in this instance; that probably what 
was being referred to was student appointments to legislative bodies such as 
Senate, Faculty Councils, committees of these bodies, etc.; that what had 
been established was not. a legislative body, but rather a review committee 
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with a very specific mandate; and that in his opinion there was no reason 
necessarily to involve CUSA or any other student organization in a formal 
way. Secondly, at the time that the Task Force was structured, there was 
confusion at CUSA as to who had been elected, or who was actually in 
charge, etc., making it difficult to know who to contact if it had been 
decided to do so. 


In raising a point of personal privilege, Mr. Toone stated that the point as to 
who was running CUSA up until the end of March, 1992, was never in 
question and never in doubt; and that Dr. Bertrand should not be looking at 
him and saying that he wasn't sure who was going to be running CUSA 
after that. 


Dr. Bertrand apologized for having looked at Mr. Toone, and explained that 
he had done so because Mr. Toone had raised the question and he was 
trying to answer it directly to him. After asking that the comment be set 
aside, and apologizing again for having brought it up, Dr. Bertrand 
emphasized that the real issue was that he had established the Task Force 
which had been mandated in the way in which task forces normally were 
mandated, i.e. , by not going through the student organizations. 
Responding to a follow-up question from Mr. Toone as to whether he had 
been given to understand that the Office of the Vice-Rector, Services, was 
severing ties with the Student Association, Dr. Bertrand stated that he did 
not believe that that was what he had said. 


Referring to a previous suggestion which had been made by Dr. Cohen with 
respect to the Minutes, Prof. Newell wondered whether members who ask 
questions were supposed to give them to the Secretary so that they might 
appear in the next set of Minutes. He explained that he was raising the 
matter for clarification because he had felt that the suggestion that had been 
made by Dr. Cohen had been a good one. 


Dr. Cohen advised that his interpretation of events was that his suggestion 
had been turned down by Senate. 


Dr. Kenniff expressed the opinion that the Secretary was not insensitive to 
the remarks that had been made earlier in the meeting. He also advised that 
unless he had been seriously misguided over many years, his reading of the 
way in which the Question Period was usually reported was that it may well 
be stated that - "In response to a specific question about why no 
consultation with CUSA had taken place with respect to a student 
appointment to a Task Force established by the Vice-Rector Services, Dr. 
Bertrand responded..."; that while that did not put the question in the form 
of a question, it nonetheless enlightened people considerably about what the 
nature of the question was; that in his view, this had happened in most cases 
where questions have been asked, and that there has never been any 
objections raised with respect to that; that it has been his experience that 
questions have always been reported in Minutes in that way, that it 
abbreviated the discussion some what, and made the reading of Minutes a 
little easier; and that one could become very principled about such issues by 
even requiring that the questions be put with a question mark at the end, 


92-5-12 


92-5-13 


which in his opinion would be excessive, but that Senate could order the 
Secretary to present the Minutes in whichever way it wanted them to be 
presented. He stated again that in his opinion the Secretary would be 
sensitive to the fact that some Senators would like the nature of the 
questions to be reflected far more clearly; and that with respect to the fact 
that in many cases the person who asked a question or who had made a 
particular comment was not referred to, he advised that it was his 
understanding that this was a long-standing practice resulting from a desire 
on the part of Senators not to have their individual names attached to 
particular pronouncements. 


Prof. Newell stated that while he did not need to be linked to it particularly, 
what he really wanted to know was whether he could frame the question as 
one that was asked, because he felt that it was a very crucial one. 


Dr. Kenniff responded in the affirmative. 


In response to a statement by Prof. Newell that he would frame the question 
and submit it the Secretary, Dr. Kenniff advised that it was not necessary 
during Question Period that questions be framed beforehand; that there was 
a tradition that oftentimes people would give informal notice to the person to 
whom the question was going to be directed if only to enable that a proper 
answer could be provided at the next meeting; that that was a custom and 
not a rule; and that Senators could present questions in whichever manner 
they wished. 


Concerning the question that had been raised previously by Mr. Toone, Mr. 
Serruya stated that he wished to point out to Dr. Bertrand that in the past, 
CUSA had received dozens of requests from various University task forces 
asking for suggestions with respect to student representation, i.e. , there 
were precedents, although perhaps not formal procedures, whereby such 
requests were made to the Student Association; and he wondered, if he 
wished to make this a formal procedure, whether he should give notice of 
motion to that effect at Senate or at the Board of Governors. 


In response, Dr. Kenniff advised that it was his understanding that neither 
Senate nor the Board ever had set down guidelines with respect to task 
forces, study groups, review committees, etc. , that were established by the 
Vice-Rectors for their own internal purposes. 


Responding to a follow-up question as to whether the.. matter would have 
to go through the Board of Governors, Dr. Kenniff stated the he really did 
not know the answer to the question because there was no precedent with 
respect to this at the present time; but he presumed that it would have to -go 
through the Board because it would involve a certain definition of the job 
description of the Vice-Rector, Services, which, he expected, was within 
the purvue of the Board of Governors. 


Mr. Serruya stated that it was his understanding that at the last meeting of 
the Groome Committee, Me Gervais had made a presentation which 
included a suggestion that instead of having a regular search committee for 


the Rector every 5 years after the initial evaluation, the Search Committee 
would be changed to an Evaluation Committee; and he wondered whether 
this fell within the mandate of the Groome Committee. 


In response to the above, Me Gaudet, a member and secretary of the 
Groome Committee, advised that the suggestion made by Me Gervais 
during his presentation would be considered by the Committee along with 
any other suggestions or recommendations that were made in the briefs 
presented and in the personal appearances before the Committee; that she 
was not certain that Mr. Serruya's comments were accurate because he had 
not been in attendance at any of the open hearings; that what he was 
referring to was an open meeting, and that she could provide him with a 
transcript of what had been said at the open meeting if he so wished; and 
that the fact of having either an Evaluation or a Search Committee for a 
Rector was only one of many issues and possibilities being debated and 
considered by the Committee; 


Ms. Graham stated that in fact she had been present at the open meeting in 
question, that she therefore knew what had occurred, and that she had 
found the particular presentation to have been irregular for several different 
reasons; and that if possible, she would like to have a copy of the transcript 
of that particular meeting, as well as copies of transcripts of other 
presentations that had been made to the Committee. 


Me Gaudet confirmed that copies of all presentations were available and 
could be obtained. 


Ms. Graham further stated that she had very strong feelings about the 
particular presentation; that the students had arrived early to make their 
presentation to the Groome Committee and were allowed into the hearing, 
otherwise they would never had known what Me Gervais's presentation and 
proposals were at that time; that she had very serious concerns about the 
proposals that he had made; and that she was hoping that at some time in the 
future, the general University community would be able to respond to the 
Groome Committee with respect to what was contained in the transcript. Me 
Gaudet responded that she would have to check into the modality under 
which the above suggestion could be done; that while in her opinion Ms. 
Graham had the right to have her own interpretation and reaction with 
respect to the presentation of the Chairman of the Board, the Chairman of 
the Board was entitled to give his opinion just like everyone else in the 
University; and that presumably if anyone submitted an opinion on what 
had been said, it would be taken into consideration by the Committee just 
like any other suggestion or recommendation that it receives. 


In continuing remarks, Ms. Graham stated that she was not used to many of 
the procedures in the University, and that her outrage was more focused on 
the fact that, speaking as a novice, it seemed irregular to her and she would 
like to be corrected if she was wrong, that there seemed to be a certain 
conflict of interest involved when Me Gervais was the one who had struck 
the Groome committee and had hand-picked it's members, that he was also 
a member of the Board of Governors, a lawyer and a good friend of the 


Rector, and she wondered which particular hat he was wearing when he 
made his presentation in support of an evaluation rather than a selection at 
the end of the penultimate year in the Rector's current term; and that her big 
concern was that given that Me Gervais was such a busy man, and that he 
wore so many different hats, whether it was possible to distinguish which 
hat he had worn on that particular occasion, and whether there was any 
irregularity in his having made a presentation to the Committee. 


In her response to the above, Me Gaudet stated that she could not agree with 
the use of the term "irregularity"; and she argued that the Groome 
Committee was perfectly entitled and had every right to invite Me Gervais to 
make a presentation just like anyone else that it had invited, including the 
Rector and the Vice-Rector, Academic, etc. ; that Me Gervais could have 
been invited to make a presentation to the Groome Committee on two counts 
- first, as Chairman of the Board of Governors, and secondly, as Chairman 
of the Committee that had been. struck in 1984 to review the rules and 
procedures for evaluation and advisory search committees; that because of 
his previous experience, and because he was the Chairman of the Board, it 
seemed only natural to invite him to make a presentation; and that she did 
not see any conflict of interest with respect to that. 


Raising a "Point of Order", Prof. Newman stated that she could not hear 
what was going on, and she wondered whether individual microphones 
could be provided to the members. 


Dr. Kenniff replied that he would ask those involved to speak up; at the 
same time, however, he advised that the dialogue that was going on was far 
removed from the Question Period. 


Prof. Newman stated further that this was an on-going problem; and she 
again wondered whether individual microphones could be provided in order 
that people could be heard without having to shout. She also argued that the 
philosophy of the Senate Chamber was such that members were required to 
talk to those sitting at the head table rather than everyone being able to talk 
among themselves, i.e., the room was not set up in a circular fashion which 
would enable members to talk among themselves. 


With respect to possible additional questions from Ms. Graham, Dr. 
Kenniff expressed the feeling that we were beginning to get into a 
discussions and that because of a number of allusions that already had been 
made, he suspected that he would be the personal object of such a 
discussion. In addition, he advised that he was not present at the Groome 
Committee hearing when Me Gervais made whatever remarks he had made; 
that he would expect that, as was the case at the present time, whatever rule 
was applied to the Rector, would apply equally to Vice-Rector's, Deans, 
etc. ; that the application of rules with respect to evaluations and searches 
was subject to public discussion, and would be as a result of the Groome 
Committee report; that he resented the allusion that Me Gervais in saying 
what he had said was doing something irregular or for some motive other 
than his professional interest in the University; and that it was appropriate to 
remind members that those rules applied to all senior administrators 
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indifferently and not to any one particular individual, nor did he think that 
the Board of Governors, or anyone else in the University, would allow 
special rules to be established for individuals. Finally,* stating that as usual 
he was being tolerant about the 15-minute time limit for the Question 

Period, he pointed out that there were a number of Senators who were 
waiting to raise questions and that the Agenda for today's meeting was a 
long one, and he suggested to Ms. Graham that if she had more questions to 
ask, that she perhaps might attempt to focus them a bit and refrain from 
making lengthy comments. 


Ms. Graham advised that she would wait until the Groome Committee's 
position was available and that she would raise her additional questions at 
that time. 


In response to a question from Prof. Newman as to whether the University 
rules with respect to sabbaticals and consulting were the same for faculty 
and administrators, particularly in terms of the number of days that one 
could take of f and the amount of money that one could make, etc., Dr. 
Kenniff advised that the rules for faculty with respect to consulting were 
contained in the Collective Agreement, but that University administrators, 
who were not part of the bargaining unit, were not governed by the 
Collective Agreement; that the rules were different insofar as there was no 
standard practice whereby senior administrative appointees take sabbatical 
leave, although some had done so on special request, and with respect to 
which decisions were made on an ad hoc basis; that there were provisions 
for administrators at the end of their terms which obviously were different 
from those which applied to faculty sabbatical leaves; and that with respect 
to consultancy, it would depend on the nature of the matter and it would be 
settled within the usual practices and procedures that governed the terms and 
conditions of appointment of each administrator. He further advised that 
with respect to this, there was no general policy that governed it; and that if 
there were specific instances, they would be dealt with by the Senior 
Salaries Committee of the Board of Governors. Responding to a follow-up 
question as to the composition and general philosophy of the Senior Salaries 
Committee, Dr. Kenniff advised that it was made up of the Chairman of the 
Board of Governors, the Chairman of the Budget Committee, the 
Chancellor and the Rector. 


Commenting with respect to an earlier interjection concerning difficulty in 
hearing the discussion, Mr. Pomerleau noted that there were many vacant 
seats in the' front of the room which would provide members with complete 
access to everything that was being said; and he suggested that anyone 
having difficulty in hearing the dialogue might consider taking what he 
described as "a more choice location" at the next meeting. 


Stating that the Task Force on the Review of Student Services was a very 
important committee which would be reviewing very basic things that were 
of great concern to the students, e.g., registration, etc.9 Mr. Toone 
wondered whether the Office of the Rector had considered taking a position 
on the idea that the Student Association would not be consulted with respect 
to non-legislative, non-standing committees. 
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In response to the above, Dr. Kenniff advised that he would be happy to 
have the Office of the Rector, which was comprised of the Rector, the three 
Vice-Rectors and the Secretary-General, consider the issue and to discuss it. 


As a follow-up question to some of the questions that had been asked 
earlier, Prof. Kryzanowski wondered that if Me Gervais made a 
presentation as the Chair of the Board, and that if the Groome Committee 
was reporting back to him, what Chinese laws or other such things had he 
set up to ensure that there was no conflict of interest. Me Gaudet responded 
that she did not know anything about Chinese law, but that in her opinion 
the question was entirely inappropriate; that it implied that there was a 
conflict of interest, that the Chairman of the Board was exercising some 
kind of control or influence, and that this was very insulting to the Groome 
Committee. Prof. Kryzanowski replied that he never said that; but that 
generally in law when one makes a presentation and the body reports back 
to the same person, potentially it could be a problem. Me Gaudet responded 
that the Groome Committee did not report to the Chairman of the Board of 
Governors, but rather to the Board itself. 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the Board of Governors, as a body, had 
established the Groome Committee, and that the Board, as a body, would 
receive its report; and in his opinion Me Gaudet was correct in saying that 
this was not a committee established by the Chairman of the Board and that 
would be reporting to the Chairman of the Board, but .rather, that it would 
be reporting to the whole Board. Responding to a question from Prof. 
Kryzanowski as to whether or not Me Gervais was a member of the Board, 
Dr. Kenniff stated that he was indeed. 


Prof. Newell advised that the question that he was about to raise was 
generated by a very deep concern with procedure in the way we did things 
that it arises from what he regarded as a breach of procedure on the part of 
Me Gervais in failing to distribute the report of the Groome Committee to 
the Board of Governors, and that it was generated also by the document that 
Senate had received containing a motion to establish a Task Force on Senate 
Reform; and that the question that he would like to ask, and which he really 
meant as an abstract principle, was that if this body, the Senate of 
Concordia University, established a committee such as the Task Force to 
deal with an important matter concerning the Senate, and this body issued a 
report as the Task force was mandated to do at the end of the document, 
would the Chairman have the right to withhold that report from the Senate 
when it was given to him to transmit to the Senate, yes or no? 


In response to the above Dr. Kenniff advised that it would be his 
expectation that if a report was received, it would follow the normal course 
and the normal route of any report that comes to Senate, i. e . t it would go 
to the Steering Committee where it would be considered, that it may be 
referred to committees of Senate for consideration, that it may be referred 
more broadly, e.g., to Faculty Councils, etc., and that it would come back 
to Senate; and that it had never been his experience or practice to "withhold 
reports" from that normal course of procedure, as was suggested. 
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Prof. Newell explained that his question had been generated by what he 
regarded as a breach of that procedure by Me Gervais. 


Dr. Kenniff replied that there was a variety of layers to the question that had 
been asked; and that the question that he had been asked was what would 
happen to a report that was issued by a task force or a committee of Senate. 


Prof. Newell advised that the question that he had asked was whether the 
Chairman would have the right to withhold the report. 


Dr. Kenniff replied that he was not commenting upon what happens in other 
bodies. 


Responding to a question that had been raised by Mr. Lowther at the last 
meeting concerning Graduate Studies space in the new Library building, Dr. 
Bertrand advised that currently the departments in Arts and Science that 
would be moving into that complex currently had 398 square meters 
devoted to graduate student space; and that in the new complex an additional 
75.1 square meters had been allocated, for a total of 4 7 3. 1 square meters, 
i. e. , there was an increase in the space devoted to the graduate students. 


University Budgets 


Provisional Operating Budget for 1992-93 


Before making a motion, Dr. Sheinin apologized for the late arrival of the 
reports from the Senate Committee on Academic Planning and Priorities 
(SCAPP), and advised that she would be happy to respond to any questions 
which members might have. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SHEININ, SECONDED BY ACTING DEAN 
KUSY, THAT SENATE RECEIVE THE REPORT FROM THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PLANNING AND PRIORITIES ON THE 
ACADEMIC IMPLICATIONS OF THE 1992-1993 PROVISIONAL 
OPERATING BUDGET; AND THAT THE RECOMMENDATIONS ON 
PAGE 4 OF THE REPORT, (DOCUMENT US-92-5-D2(a)), BE 
APPROVED. 


In his comments, Dr. Cohen reminded members that the Provisional 
Operating Budget that initially had been tabled at Senate in March 1992, had 
been developed in accordance with a plan for the absorption of the 
accumulated deficit through annual payments of 4.3 million dollars over the 
next 10 years, while permitting development in a staged manner during that 
same period of time, details of which were provided on page 8, document 
US-92-3-D6. Also, in explaining the effects of the 1.2 million dollar 
reduction in Concordia's base funding as recently announced by the 
Government, both with respect to the, initially-proposed budget and the 
accumulated deficit absorption plan, he advised that the proposal from the 
University Budget Committee which was presented to SCAPP was that the 
reduction in base funding be absorbed over a 5-year period, and, in some 


sense, that the repayment of the accumulated deficit be slowed down, i.e., 
to demonstrate that the University could not continue to honour its 
commitments unless the funding was maintained, while on the other hand, 
not ignoring completely Government cuts in funding. In addition, he 
commented with respect to issues which had been raised by SCAPP, and 
which were covered in the documentation forwarded to Senate by Dr. 
Sheinin, including the allocation to the Library, the appearance of a relative 
disproportion in funding increases to the academic sector and the 
administrative support sector, and provisions in the budget relating to the 
development of Graduate Studies, the Academic Appraisal Programme, and 
the cost of fulfilling the University's commitment to hire women, i.e., 
Employment Equity. 


In response to a question concerning the submission from the Senate 
Research Committee, Dr. Cohen advised that the University Budget 
Committee was very interested in responding positively to the issues raised 
in the document; that the more important issue raised therein was the 
question of multi-year planning; that it was his understanding that SCAPP 
was establishing a task force to consider how that could be done effectively; 
and that the University Budget Committee was very interested in being 
responsive to that kind of request. 


In raising a question as to what, if anything, she was being asked to vote on 
at this meeting, Prof. Newman argued that if she had wanted something 
voted on, she would have had to present it as a "Notice of Motion". 


Responding to the above, Dr. Sheinin explained that the Provisional Budget 
was presented at Senate two months ago; and that the motion on the floor 
was to approve that budget with the changes recommended by SCAPP, and 
which had just been addressed by Dr. Cohen. 


It was pointed out that the dates mentioned in paragraphs 2 and 4, page 1, 
document US-92-5-D2(a), were in error; and it was agreed that the dates be 
corrected prior to the submission of the document to the Board of 
Governors. 


Responding to a question concerning the proposed elimination of the 
reserved funds, Dr. Cohen explained that there was some rather specific 
support for what would be funded when it was discussed at SCAPPO plus 
additional amounts; that if the reserve was to be maintained, it would mean 
that an equivalent amount would have to be cut from somewhere else; that 
the reserve was established specifically in the event that there was a cut in 
funding, and, in which case, it could then be taken away painlessly; and that 
the University's funding was fairly clear for next year, and the reserve was 
no longer needed, given that the University now knew what it wanted to 
spend the money on. 


In answer to another question concerning the deficit absorption plan, Dr. 
Cohen advised that while there have been meetings and discussions with the 
Government, the University had not yet been officially informed that the 
plan had been accepted; that a lot of pressure had been exerted to reduce the 


time-frame, but which the University had resisted; and that while the 
Government basically had given up arguing at some point, they had not yet 
confirmed in writing that the 10-year plan had been accepted. He also 
advised that the University had to demonstrate to the Government that they 
were not wrong to continue insisting, and that therefore we could not totally 
ignore the cut; but that on the other hand, we could not totally absorb it 
either, and hence the proposal vis-a-vis the budget. 


Responding to questions of clarification and concerns raised with respect to 
the unidentified footnote concerning $250,000 at the bottom of the chart 
entitled "Budget Increases for Development" appended to document 
US-92-5-D2(a), Dr. Cohen explained that it was included in the $745,000 
noted in the 91/92 column on the line designated "Administration"; that all 
figures in the table represented increases in the base funding; that 
specifically with respect to the $250,000 indicated in the footnote for 
Communications and Marketing (Image Campaign), there had been a lot of 
criticism for many years for not doing what should have been done vis-a-vis 
the image of Concordia; and that many institutions spend up to 1.5% of 
their operating budgets in this area, which in Concordia's case, would be 
$3,000,000. 


With respect to the table entitled "Evolution of Admissible Expenditures", 
Prof. Kryzanowski argued that the figures attributed to Administration, 
which ranged from 11.4% in 1984/85 to 12.9% in 1992/93 should, in fact, 
be close to a fixed cost, i.e., that this should have the characteristics of a 
fixed cost, whereby, as the revenues and expenditures increased, the 
percentage should drop. 


Dr. Cohen stated that operational Services and Administration costs were 
not air-tight, and that he agreed that in time some of the increases such as 
those associated with the Image Campaign should be a fixed percentage; and 
that there were certain things that have been created that did not exist 
previously, such as the fund-raising function which was non-existent in 
1984/85 and was being charged somewhere else, but also that the benefits 
from fund raising did not appear on the academic side. 


Prof. Kryzanowski argued again that the percentage for administration costs 
should drop over time; and that whereas the figures very much had the 
characteristics of a variable cost, administration should be more like a fixed 
cost. 


Prof. Newman stated that the budgets were made up by extremely intelligent 
people, and also there were people in the University who were able to read 
them; and she suggested that the budget documents should be given in 
advance to the representatives from the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration who could explain the documents to the other members on 
Senate, and who would then be able to make an intelligent decision. 


Dr. Cohen explained that the budget had been in the hands of every 
department chair, every administrator, and every Senator for two months; 
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and that with respect to the academic implications, it had been in the hands 
of SCAPP which now has submitted its recommendations. 


Responding to a point of clarification from Prof. Peluso concerning the 
reserve budget, Dr. Cohen explained that every year there was a provision 
for a reserve budget in case of uncertainty with respect to expenditures; that 
this was not accumulated, but rather, it was always integrated and spent; 
and that in this instance, there was a reserve in case the revenues did not 
turn out as forecasted. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 
Proposed Capital Budget for 1992-93 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SHEININ, SECONDED BY MR. 
POMERLEAU, THAT SENATE RECEIVE THE REPORT FROM THE 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PLANNING AND PRIORITIES 
ON THE ACADEMIC IMPLICATIONS OF THE 1992-93 PROPOSED 
CAPITAL BUDGET; AND THAT THE RECOMMENDATIONS 
CONTAINED IN THE REPORT, (DOCUMENT US-92-5-D2(b)), BE 
APPROVED. 


Responding to a question from Prof. Ziogas concerning the allocation of 
funds for renovations, etc., associated with departmental relocations vis-a- 
vis the new Library complex, Dr. Bertrand explained that these were listed 
in Appendix A under Projects in the amount of $1,300,000, which, he 
advised, was intended almost exclusively for the Hall Building. 


In response to a question of clarification with respect to the $400,000 being 
allocated to the Management Information System major facilities, Dr. 
Bertrand advised that this involved the installation of a set of information 
systems, including a financial system in the Treasury Department, an 
Human Resources Information System, an on-line information system in 
the Library and the Student Information System, etc.; and that until all of 
these systems were in place, the allocation referred to would continue to 
appear in the Capital Budget. He also advised that explanations for amounts 
shown in connection with Major Maintenance and Projects, in part, had 
been included in the Proposed Capital Budget document that had been tabled 
at Senate in March 1992. 


Other issues raised and responded to during continuing discussion included 
questions concerning indicated Notes in Appendix A, document 
US-92-3-D7, which were supposed to have been removed, particularly with 
respect to "Note 3" concerning the Faculty Research Development 
Programme and the 20% reduction in the amount allocated from the 
previous year; the one-time 10% reduction in the Capital Budget allocation 
for the Libraries; the $4,101,653 for major retrofit of the Centennial 
Building on the Loyola Campus; and the budget for furniture for the new 
Library, which, Senate was advised, was part of the separate Library 
Project budget. It was also suggested by Prof. Knitter that as long as the 
budgets continued to be at such a bare-bones level, those responsible for 
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them should come attired in an appropriate funerial costume to mark the 
gravity of our financial affairs. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Establishment of a Task Force on Senate Reform 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DRYSDALE SECONDED BY MR. 
SERRUYA, THAT THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A TASK FORCE ON 
SENATE REFORM, AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-92-5-D3, BE 
APPROVED. 


In presenting the proposal to establish a Task Force on Senate Reform, 
Prof. Drysdale stated that he was aware of the view-point to the effect that 
Senate has worked quite well since it was last reformed in 1986, and that 
according to the old adage - "If it ain't broke, don't fix it"; that this was not 
exactly his view; that he would not characterize the working of Senate as 
anything approaching a disaster or chaos, nor on the other extreme, was it 
perfect; that the changes in 1986 had brought undoubted improvements 
particularly in regard to two respects, - first, the size of Senate was trimmed 
by restricting the voting membership to students, faculty members and 
academic line appointments, and secondly, the changes resulted in a 
clarification of the committee structure of Senate, which was much needed 
and has helped the performance of Senate; that as a result of these changes, 
both the Senate and its committees now operated more smoothly; that the 
committees do their work and Senate receives their reports, and from a 
certain point of view, if the committees do their assigned jobs, then Senate 
was left with little to do; that from this point of view, a good meeting of 
Senate was probably a short meeting, and that it was also a meeting without 
much serious debate; that in spite of these improvements, which, with the 
exception of reducing the size of Senate, were mainly concerned with details 
that could be called housekeeping, having to do with the committee 
structures and functions, in his view, the Senate had not played the 
significant role in major questions in University governance that it should; 
that in the hierarchy of University legislative bodies, the Senate was 
sandwiched between two more efficacious levels of decision-making, i.e., 
the grass-roots-level Faculty Councils on the one hand, and the 
super-ordinant Board of Governors on the other; that he was not sure that 
Senate has been taken very seriously by the movers and shakers in the 
Faculty Councils, the Board of Governors, or even sometimes in the Of f 
ice of the Rector; that Senate has been a body that ratifies proposals rather 
than one that acts on its own, e.g., Strategic Space Planning, where, by the 
time Senate received the incompatible inputs from the Faculty Councils, it 
found itself in the uncomfortable position of the horseman who mounted a 
horse and rode off in four diverging directions; that if instead of the 
"hush-hush" advisory committee established under the auspices of the 
Vice-Rector, Services, the Senate had mandated an ad hoc committee on 
strategic space planning to work in consultation with the Academic Services 
Committee and the Academic Planning and Priorities Committee, we might 
have avoided so much of the travail of 1991, and we might even have 
arrived at a sensible long-range space plan which tangibly might have 


related to the academic mission and objectives of the University; that there 
were some major initiatives which Senate never even sees, receives or 
debates, e.g. , the Board of Governors commissioned a review of search 
committee procedures without consulting Senate, and that when the Senate 
nevertheless requested to be included in the review committee, the request 
was apparently shunted aside as "fodder for the blue box", and that he was 
saying this because insofar as he had been able to determine, the Board has 
never even' acknowledged receipt of the Senate resolution in question in 
December 1991; that he believed that Senate was seen as a body that could 
safely be ignored; and that it seemed to him that a serious review of Senate's 
mandate and powers, and its relations to other bodies was the most 
important task of a review. With respect to procedures, he stated that in a 
reasonably-democratic decision-making body where debate was or should 
be the norm, procedures were important; and that if the playing field was to 
be even, the procedures should be clearly established and be known to all 
the members; that many questions about the procedures of Senate had arisen 
during the past few months; that such questions and concerns, although not 
earth-shattering in their significance if taken singly, nevertheless deserved 
scrutiny and resolution, e.g.1 some members were quite surprised at the last 
Senate meeting to learn that Senate was actually committed to Robert's 
Rules of Order as the overall procedural framework for governing Senate 
meetings; that on the one hand, he was relieved to learn that members could 
make recourse in sticky situations to this authoritative guide, but on the 
other hand, he had wondered why it had been kept under wraps for so long; 
that as good as Robert's Rules of Order was, the Senate could and should 
adapt the rules found there, and the options provided, to the specific needs 
and traditions of this body, including the rules governing the call for secret 
ballots, which, he felt, was an issue that had not been dealt with 
satisfactorily and needed further discussion; that with respect to other 
matters, there were questions concerning the nature and format of the Senate 
Agenda and Minutes, particularly as to why there were no categories of 
Business Arising from the Minutes, Other Business, and Notices of 
Motions, and why some remarks were attributed to specific speakers and 
others were not; that the question of the Chairship of Senate had been raised 
and which had been disposed of at the last meeting only temporarily because 
of the call for an examination of the question in relation to a full-scale Senate 
review; that with respect to the composition of Senate, this was probably 
less of an issue now than it was a few years ago, and that at least he was not 
aware of any complaints that the Senate was too large today; that, however, 
there were still questions about the composition, e.g., whether it would help 
to foster communication with the Board of Governors to add the Chair of 
the Board of Governors as a non-voting member of Senate; that there was 
also the perennial question of distribution of faculty members from the four 
Faculties, and the manner in which faculty members of Senate were elected, 
and who were eligible; that with respect to the latter issue, at present the 
Faculty Councils had the power to establish these procedures, and that as a 
result, in some Faculties there 'were direct elections with the results being 
ratified by the Faculty Councils; but that on the other hands, in the Faculty 
of Arts and Science, it has not been the practice in recent years to publicize 
the calls for nominations to all members of the Faculty, and only the 
Council itself elects Senate members. Concerning Senate's committee 


structure and procedures, he stated that the needs with respect to this had to 
do with striving for greater clarity about mandates and reporting procedures 
for the existing committees, e.g., the budget review process; and also 
whether the responsibilities of Senate today were adequately carried out 
with the existing committees that were in place, or whether new committees 
were needed, including joint committees with relation to the Board of 
Governors. Finally, he stated that he believed that the time had come when 
Senate needed to examine its mandate, structure and procedures with the 
aim of strengthening the Senate so that it could become a far more effective 
force in fostering the academic mission of the University; and that it was for 
these reasons that he supported the call for a Task Force. 


Dr. Sheinin, in asking that the supplement in Concordia's Thursday Report 
entitled The Draft Report to the Vice-Rector, Academic from the Study 
Group on the Role of the Faculty in Concordia's Future be read into the 
Senate Minutes, (Appendix I) , stated that she regretted the fact and did not 
appreciate that the document had appeared in this week's issue, and that 
otherwise she would have advised the Secretary about it. In providing 
background information with respect to the report, she explained that the 
reason for requesting that it be read into the Minutes was because she felt 
that the third issue addressed by the Study Group i.e. , the role of the 
faculty in University governance, was relevant to the present discussion in 
Senate. She drew members’ attention to the final paragraph in the report and 
urged members to respond to the request contained therein for discussion 
and input from the University community. 


In commenting on the proposal, Dr. Lightstone stated that. if the Task Force 
was established, he would have his own suggestions that he would wish to 
make for improving various aspects of the committee structure of Senate, 
and that in that respect he was supportive of the proposal; that at the same 
time, he had a problem with the preamble in that, while it argued for the 
proper review by Senate of its own mandate, composition and functioning, 
it also offered a rationale which was unfair to the accomplishments of 
Senate over the past few years rather than implying more strongly, as was 
deserved, that Senate had in fact played much more of an academic 
leadership role in terms of framing policies and procedures than it ever did 
before its reorganization, where basically it had not been much more than a 
65-member curriculum committee; that he wished to recall to members that 
in 1988/89, SCAPP had issued a document spelling out priorities for the 
academic sector, which was approved by Senate, and which informed 
subsequent legislation in Senate; that on that basis, in 1989/90 Senate 
approved a proposal to establish the Faculty Research Development 
Programme, and that on the basis of the resolution of Senate, the Board of 
Governors ultimately approved a significant amount of money required to 
launch the programme; that in more recent years, Senate had adopted 
policies and procedures for the establishment of new academic departments, 
that it received, commented upon and ultimately adopted legislation to 
establish the School of Graduate Studies which would take effect on I June 
1992, that it had established a Task Force which impinges upon the domain 
of the Vice-Rector, Services, to look at University-wide research support 
services, and that it had adopted the whole procedure of periodic appraisal 


of academic departments, etc.; that these were all major policy issues that 
already have begun to shape the University and would continue to shape the 
University, and which have morally bound the Board of Governors, the 
Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and Finance, and the Vice-Rector, 
Services, etc.; and that while he was not at all against the idea of Senate 
taking a sober look at this time at how to improve further its ability to 
function, he believed, for the record, that the preamble in the proposal did a 
great disservice to Senate, to the members of Senate and to the members of 
the currently-constituted committees. 


Mr. Toone stated that while the above comments might be correct and that 
perhaps we should be involving ourselves in a self-congratulatory fervour, 
nevertheless the powers of Senate were quite limited; that while Senate has 
had positive effects on the University, it has been side-stepped by other 
organisms in the University; that several cases in point have already come 
up, and that several cases in point probably would continue to come up 
unless we made some changes; that the issue of strategic space planning 
was probably the biggest chunk in the iceberg that we have seen in a long 
time, where members of the University community, without even knowing 
that this was going on, were about to see their University changed upside 
down and completely around, and that Senate had no say in this until 
members of faculty and the University community-at-large finally said no, 
ie. , that these procedures were unacceptable to the University community; 
that the powers of the University could not be limited to elements within the 
administration, they could not be limited to the Office of the Rector to start 
telling us what it was that we should and should not think and believe and 
do; that that could not be the place where power lies or the place where 
power was implemented; that it should be the faculty and students of the 
University who had the say as to what their needs were, to address those 
needs, and to create policies to address those needs; that while some of the 
things that Senate had the power to do were good, e.g., the establishment of 
the School of Graduate Studies, that was simply not enough; that we needed 
to be able to take this into our own hands; that recently he had found out that 
the Office of the Vice-Rector, Services, had decided to review student 
services without even asking students whether it needed to be reviewed, 
1.e., they decided to do it themselves; and that while he admired the 
initiative, perhaps they should have come to the students first, and asked 
them what they think; that he did not think that the Board of Governors 
necessarily knew what the best interests of the University were; that we 
have invited external members from the community-at- large to enter our 
Board of Governors so that members of different corporate bodies would 
feel a close relationship with the University, and that this was a good idea 
19e.t this was a reasonable approach to take, and that especially with budget 
cut-backs there might be certain considerations that we might want to take, 
such as expanding the size of the Board of Governors in the interest of more 
corporate aspects; that this should not suggest that the Board should also 
make policy decisions for us, nor should the Board of Governors be 
shanghaied by other offices in the University where proposals are brought 
to the Board without the knowledge of anyone else in the University 
community, and then voted on by the Board and all hell breaks loose; that it 
had to start at the grass-roots level; that those who were working and 


studying at the University probably knew very well what the problems were 
that they encounter and how proposals could be made to relieve and resolve 
those problems; and that the best place that that chain of grass-roots activism 
could end up was certainly the Senate, where, unlike the Board of 
Governors and the Office of the Rector, all members of the University 
community were represented, and where a chain of order was followed 
right to the grass-roots; that that was how change should be affected within 
the University; that as was suggested above, we have done wonderful 
things and we should all be applauded; but that that was not enough and that 
we should go further. 


Dr. Cohen stated that if the Task Force Report included in Concordia's 
Thursday Report was recommending what was presently on the floor and 
was being discussed, he would have a concern about the idea of collegiality 
and courtesy that everyone had been talking about; that if a call had gone out 
to the community for comments about this recommendation, he wondered 
whether Senate would not be viewed as being in the same bag as the Board 
of Governors and everybody else who had been described, if in fact, it 
adopted a motion that was a recommendation in the Task Force Report; and 
that if he was a member of the community, 1.e., student, faculty or staff, he 
would wonder why he should respond to any of the other recommendations 
in the Report if, in fact, it had already been adopted by Senate, i.e., it was a 
question of timing. 


Dr. Sheinin expressed the feeling that it was unfair to suggest that there was 
some inappropriate action with respect to the Senate motion vis-a-vis the 
publication of Report of the Task Force in Concordia's Thursday Report; 
that this was very unfair to the Study Group who had been asked by her to 
undertake a specific task which they had done and done well; that as she had 
indicated, they just had been a little more efficient than she had anticipated, 
and that she had brought the Report which had appeared to the attention of 
Senate; that she would not like the committee, which had worked very hard, 
and the members of faculty who had turned out to the 3 work shops to come 
away with anything but a vote of thanks, certainly from herself and from the 
community; and that she would like that to be the message to go out. With 
respect to the functioning of Senate and the motion to establish a Task Force 
to review the functions of Senate, she stated that the tenor of the motion was 
positive, that it was intended to enhance the activities of Senate, and that she 
was in support of the motion; that it should be noted that almost everything 
that had been described by Dr. Lightstone had been initiated outside of 
Senate; that it was certainly true that the Senate Research Committee had 
done a stupendous job and for which, as Vice-Rector, Academic, and as a 
member of the University community, she was grateful, but that Senate was 
struggling in terms of its other committees; that it was her opinion that it 

was very important for Senate to review its activities and to begin to 
formulate a mission with respect to actively participating in the formulation 
and maintenance of the academic mission of the University; that the timing 
was appropriate; and that it was entirely appropriate for Senate to review its 
structures and functioning, with a view to improving its work and activities. 


Prof. Drysdale advised that it was his understanding that when Senate 
considers and votes on motions, such as the one now on the floor, it was 
voting on the motion and' not on the preamble, and that in consequences 
members would be voting on the substance of the motion irrespective of the 
wording of the preamble; that in any case, he would have no objection if 
members wished to have the preamble struck in its entirety or amended; 
that, at the same time, there was an acknowledgement in the preamble that at 
least putatively there was a wide-spread view in the University that Senate 
was not as effective as perhaps it should be; that this was a putative fact, but 
that he had not undertaken any survey in a systematic sense to see whether 
this was the case; that as a member of Senate, he was distressed in learning 
of perceptions that Senate was not doing what it should be doing in the 
University; that he was distressed in hearing that partly because when he 
explores it, he sometimes finds that there are misconceptions and 
misinformation about Senate; that in other cases, there perhaps was reality 
and justice behind the perceptions of individuals! that in any case, this was a 
reference to a wide-spread view in the University which may or may not be 
a majority view; that he believed, in fact, that there was a considerable 
ignorance and perhaps even indifference to Senate, and that he was 
interested that Senate undertake measures to try to combat this; and that this 
was his thinking with respect to the preamble which was not intended at all 
as a negative statement, but rather a sense of need for some kind of review 
of Senate's role and procedures. 


Questions and issues that arose during continuing discussion, included 
concerns with respect to the format of the Senate set-up, which, it was 
argued, was inhibiting and did not elicit one's thoughts and readiness to 
debate intensely; the status of the Report of the Task Force on the Role of 
the Faculty in Concordia's Future and the recommendations contained 
therein; the preamble to the motion, with respect to which it was argued that 
it would be doing a disservice to Senate and its members to leave a 
deprecating statement of Senate's current operation on the record, if indeed, 
the tone of the statement in a sense was inaccurate; and the establishment of 
one more of what was described as an endless line of task forces. 


In support of the motion, it was argued that Senate was the only body in the 
University that grouped its members in terms of disciplines and Faculties, 
and it was the only body that could speak for the University as a whole and 
for its collectivity, which, it was suggested, was a very important 
consideration; that with respect to the need for review, it was an unfortunate 
dilemma that in today's modern society and in a modern university, needs 
were constantly changing, e.g. , the reform of Canada's Senate which was 
currently being discussed; that the ultimate purpose of the motion was to 
determine the mission of Senate and the power of the academic community 
which was vested in Senate, and which, in fact, was the importance of this 
body; and that the fact that people did not think that the Senate was 
important was indicative of the lack of confidence that members had as a 
body; and that perhaps there were not enough structures in the University 
where everyone could come together and where we might behave as a 
community and as a collective from the respective disciplines. 


It was further argued that a lot of time was going to be spent in the 
University in looking at departments, units, etc., and that if we could not 
spend time in looking at the major body in the University, something was 
wrong; and that, given that there was a lot of sensitivity to the preamble, it 
simply should be deleted, i.e. , the preamble was not really necessary; and 
that what people really were interested in was to have a task force that was 
small in number, and was efficient, and which hopefully would come back 
with some good recommendations. Support was also voiced for the 
proposed mandate, particularly with respect to consideration of the interface 
and relationship between the various committees of Senate and the manner 
in which they interact vis-a-vis reporting structure, information exchange, 
etc. ; and also with respect to consideration of the manner in which Senate 
conducted its own business, and the manner in which its members relate to 
and dialogue with one another. 


In clarifying an earlier remark with respect to timing vis-a-vis the Report 
from the Study Group on the Role of the Faculty in Concordia's Future, Dr. 
Cohen explained that, in his opinion, the timing of the Study Group had 
been quite appropriate, and that they had been exemplary in terms of the 
response, to the committee being set up, how well they had dealt with it, 
etc., and getting it into print as soon as possible; and that what he had been 
trying to suggest was that it might not be proper timing for Senate to pass a 
motion to set up a task force, i.e., it was a question of timing for Senate so 
as not to appear to be discourteous to the University community that was 
trying to respond to the ad hoc committee. 


During continuing discussion, concerns were expressed with respect to the 
timing of the establishment of the proposed Task Force where appointments 
would coincide with the normal expiration of Senate membership terms, 
particularly with respect to faculty members; the motivation for establishing 
the Task Force, which, it was hoped, was based on a true desire to improve 
the present system, rather than on the basis of a political agenda which 
would result in the continuation or worsening of some of the shortcomings 
that some members of Senate felt should be addressed; and the relationship 
between the committee proposed in the report published in Concordia's 
Thursday Report and the proposed Task Force on Senate Reform, 
particularly with respect to mandates, deadlines for reporting, etc. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. LOWTHER, SECONDED BY 
PROF. NEWMAN, THAT THE PREAMBLE TO THE MOTION IN 
DOCUMENT US92-5-D3 BE DELETED. 


Mr. Lowther explained that the rationale for the amendment was that the 
preamble had been provided as part of the documentation supporting the 
motion, and that if the motion was approved, the preamble, which included 
a statement with which he and a number of other Senators disagreed, would 
remain on the Senate record. 


THE MOVER AND SECONDER AGREED THAT THE AMENDMENT 
BE INCORPORATED INTO THE MAIN MOTION. 


With respect to the issue of the report which appeared in Concordia's 
Thursday Report, Prof. Drysdale stated that in his view it was a "red 
herring" ; that it was not a report or a set of recommendations which, simply 
because the recommendations have been made and published, would be 
implemented; that it was not even a task force that had been commissioned 
by any body in the University; that rather, it was a study group that had 
been established by the Vice-Rector, Academic; that it was a small group 
that had been asked to look at a range of issues and had decided that in the 
limited time available it would have to focus on only three of the ten issues 
that it had originally identified, which it did; that it had established a 
procedure designed to avoid the problem that arose with respect to the 
strategic planning exercises last year, namely, it published its intention to 
hold open work-shops for faculty, three of which were held, and it was 
publishing a draft report so that members of the University community 
could see it, but which still carried no weight in terms of being legislation 
that would come into effect; that at most, it hopefully had a kind of moral 
authority, and as a report to the Vice-Rector, Academic, it would be up to 
her to decide to forward any of the recommendations to appropriate bodies; 
that given the status of the study group and its recommendations, he did not 
see any problem whatsoever in regard to Senate's timing in taking action 
today; and that the reason for the May 8, 1992 deadline was because the 
Chair of the study group would not be available after that date, but that it 
was the view of the study group that feed-back could come in to the Office 
of the Vice-Rector, Academic, for months to come. 


During continuing discussion, concern was again voiced with respect to 
timing in terms of the appointment of members to the Task Force, 
particularly with respect to faculty members whose terms on Senate would 
be expiring on 31 May 1992. 


On a point of clarification, Dr. Kenniff advised that it would be his 
understanding that the intention was that if the motion to establish the Task 
Force was passed today, the election of members would take place at the 
next Senate meeting. 


Again, in response to questions and concerns raised with respect to faculty 
memberships and elections, including the question as to whether the faculty 
members should be limited to those on Senate and whether the elections 
should not be conducted within each Faculty and on a Faculty-wide basis, 
Dr. Kenniff advised that there were at least two issues involved, i.e., the 
general issue of the resolution presently on the floor, and a second issue 
which comprised the question of the composition of the Task Force and the 
timing of the election of members; that while there were technical difficulties 
associated with proceeding to conduct an election at the next Senate 
meeting, that matter could be brought back to Senate and considered on its 
merits at that time; and that that question did not go necessarily to the issue 
as to whether one should support the motion or not. 


A call was made by Prof. Newman TO PUT THE QUESTION. 
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Dean Swamy raised the issue as to whether or not he could make an 
amendment to change the composition to read - "4 faculty members, one 
from each Faculty..." 


Dr. Sheinin raised a POINT OF ORDER with respect to the above vis-a-vis 
the "Call to Put the Question". 


The Chair affirmed that the question had been called. 

THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 

Dr . Kenniff suggested, and it was agreed, that in keeping with the practice 
of the last meeting, Dr. Bertrand, Vice-Rector, Services, would take over 


the Chair during consideration of Agenda Item X. 


Requests for additional information with respect to the Appointment of 
Dean, Faculty of Commerce and Administration. 


Motion concerning information from the Chairman of the Board of 
Governors 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. NEWMAN, SECONDED BY MR. TOONE, 
THAT SENATE ASK THE CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS FOR A CLEAR ACCOUNT OF HIS REASONS FOR 
TAKING THIS ACTION WITH RESPECT TO THE APPOINTMENT OF 
DEAN, FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION, 
CONTRARY TO THE UNIVERSITY TRADITION OF COLLEGIALITY, 
THIS ACCOUNT TO BE MADE IN WRITING OR IN PERSON AS THE 
CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD MAY PREFER; AFTER WHICH, 
SENATE WILL DISCUSS FURTHER ITS UNDERSTANDING OF THE 
MATTER, AND MOVE SUCH STATEMENT(S) AS IT SEES FIT. 


In presenting the motion, Prof. Newman stated that we have had an 
extremely clear description of the procedures that were used, the ad hoc 
committee that was formed, etc., and that we understood perfectly how this 
action was brought about, but we have had no response to the question as to 
why it was brought about; that it was the duty of the Senate to know why 
academic decisions were made, and it was the responsibility of all members 
of the administration to explain it to us; that the notes in the Minutes were 
very helpful, i.e., we know that Me Gervais was delighted at the close of 
the meeting, and he said that it was the first occasion when he had had the 
opportunity to address Senate; that he also thanked us and said that he was 
prepared to come back again any time; and that, consequently, it was well 
within Me Gervais's statement of what his intent was, and that it was within 
our duty and we should ask for that explanation. 


Ms . Graham stated that she profoundly agreed with Prof. Newman; that in 
her opinion, the trend of piling up irregularity upon irregularity was one that 
we did not want to have; that there was a danger that comes from force of 
habit in that when one was accustomed to irregularity, one after the other, it 
becomes difficult to decipher what was irregularity and what was not; that 


perhaps there was some advantage in being a novice in that she was still 
capable of being outraged; and that it was her hope that the motion was 
carried, that Me Gervais would come back to Senate, that he was able to 
answer about this irregularity in particular about the choice of Dean of the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration, that he was able to answer about 
other irregularities, and that in the future, our dissatisfaction was heeded 
more so that irregularities did not follow one upon the other, thereby 
making us feel that our dissatisfaction had come to naught. 


During continuing discussion, it was argued that while we have had a 
precise account of the general reports on events, and we have not heard the 
substantive reasons for the choices, nevertheless, what was being called for 
in the motion was redundant in that it would be a repeat of what we already 
had had; that we have been told as much as we were going to get with 
respect to the appointment of Dean, Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration; that if this was found to be unsatisfactory, it was up to 
members to do or to say something else; that the individuals involved had 
appeared before Senate where we had been fairly explicit in directing them 
to answer questions with respect to reasons, etc. ; that reasons had been 
given to the extent that the individuals were going to give them, citing 
reasons of confidentiality, etc., and that it would be preferable to advance to 
the next step that people had been asking for; and that Me Gervais had 
already stated his case and it was unlikely that he would say anything more 
that what he already had said. 


In response to the above, Prof. Newman stated that it was absolutely 
possible that Me Gervais would refuse to come or that if he-did come he 
would have nothing more that he might wish to Bay, and, in which case, 
the speech would then be redundant, but that it would then be a f act rather 
than a presumption that he would not have anything more to say; that she 
wished to give to Me Gervais and to the Rector, a last formal occasion on 
which they might, if they would, speak to this issue; and that if they refused 
to speak to the issue, she would have many suggestions to make at that 
moment, but she would want to make them only after having given the 
Chairman of the Board and the Rector a chance at due process; and that she 
also wished everyone present to realize what would be coming up at the 
next meeting and to be prepared to act in accordance with their replies. She 
also commented with respect to a notice which she had sent to some 200 
members of the University community requesting feed-back as to the 
importance of the issue, and which had resulted in a parade of people who 
had presented letters to her; that she had been moved by this 'in a way that 
she had never been moved before while operating in the University; that it 
clearly was an issue of great importance to everyone, including those who, 
with their labs, graduate students, grants, etc , were still writing her letters; 
and she stated that we should do this dispassionately and carefully, and we 
should ask for the answers and proceed accordingly. 


Prof. Kryzanowski stated that he agreed that the motion was very weak, 
and that the only purpose that it served was to give Me Gervais another 
chance to come and tell us what the reasons are; that he had read the 
document very closely but he did not see any reasons for the decision; that if 
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there were three candidates who were acceptable and a choice was made, 
there must be a clear reason for picking that particular person; that members 
of Senate were old enough to hear, and wanted to hear, the reasons for that 
particular choice; and that if this did not work, there were other options that 
could be considered, e.g. , Senate could appoint a committee to investigate 
and report on what had happened. 


During continuing discussion, questions were raised and responded to with 
respect to the rationale for the motion and what its adoption was expected to 
accomplish; and it was argued that while the motion may not address 
directly, issues which members were attempting to resolve, there was a 
need to afford any individual, as a matter of decorum, the opportunity to 
provide all the information that members wished to have, and there was a 
need for members to put whatever question they had as directly and 
precisely as possible and to give the individuals the opportunity to respond 
to those questions as often as was necessary in order to get satisfactory 
answers; that regardless of the outcome of the vote on the motion, members 
should look closely at exactly what it was that the series of motions, 
debates, conversations, etc. , that have been going on were really pointed at; 
and that the issue should not end with the adoption or defeat of the motion 
on the floor, but, that people should think in terms of the broader issues that 
were involved, and formulate in their own minds and come back to Senate 
with some very pointed approach to the problems that were perceived as 
having been developed. 


Dr. Bertrand explained that while only the last two paragraphs of the full 
motion had been read from document US-92-5-D4, the complete motion 
began immediately following the sentence - "The motion is intended in the 
following form:". 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (12 in favour; 5 
against; 5 opposed). 


Motion concerning information from the Rector 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. NEWMAN, SECONDED BY MR. TOONE, 
THAT SENATE ASK THE RECTOR FOR A CLEAR ACCOUNT OF HIS 
REASONS FOR TAKING THIS ACTION WITH RESPECT TO THE 
APPOINTMENT OF DEAN, FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION, CONTRARY TO THE UNIVERSITY TRADITION 
OF COLLEGIALITY, THIS ACCOUNT TO BE GIVEN AT THE NEXT 
MEETING OF SENATE; AFTER RECEIVING THIS, SENATE WILL 
DISCUSS FURTHER ITS UNDERSTANDING OF THE MATTER, AND 
MOVE SUCH STATEMENT(S) AS IT SEES FIT. 


Prof. Newman advised that any comments that she might wish to make with 
respect to the above motion were identical to those which she had made in 
presenting the previous motion, but with the understanding, however, that 
the Rector could, if he so wished, make his reply today. With respect to 
this, she stated that the Rector was on the Steering Committee, and therefore 
knew about the motion, so that there was no question that he would not be 
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prepared, and that, moreover, he certainly knew what his reasons were even 
if members of Senate did not; that she was satisfied to wait until the next 
meeting, if the Rector wished us to do so; that for -exactly the same reasons 
indicated previously, he owed members of Senate an account; and that the 
administration owed it to the faculty to be accountable in all respects, 
academic, financial and every other, 1.e., faculty members had a right to 
expect that the actions of the administration of the University were 
transparent to them in all important business. 


With respect to the above, Dr. Kenniff advised that the reason that he was 
not in a position to make a statement at this meeting was that he did not wish 
to prejudge whatever decision Senate was going to make in this regard. He 
further stated that his own personal view was that there was considerable 
amount of information contained in what had been said already in both the 
Commerce and Administration Faculty Council and at Senate; but that if it 
was the wish of Senate that he expand and recount that particular aspect of 
it, so be it. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Notice of Motions 


Mechanism for dealing with the Report of the Groome Committee 


Prof. Drysdale advised that he wished to give Notice of Motion concerning 
the establishment of an appropriate mechanism for dealing with the Report 
to the Groome Committee and responding to its recommendations, in the 
event that the Report was available for the Senate meeting of 26 May 1992. 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the Steering Committee could consider putting an 
item on the Agenda dealing with the question as to how Senate was going to 
follow-up and prepare its comments on the Groome Committee's report 
over the course of the summer months; and that the matter could be dealt 
with in a very straight forward manner by the Steering Committee based 
upon whether the report was or was not going to be available. 


Resolution concerning the failure of the senior administration to comply 
with established Search Committee Procedures. 


Prof. Drysdale gave Notice of Motion with respect to a resolution 
concerning the failure of the senior administration to Comply with 
established Search Committee Procedures. 


He advised that he would provide the Secretary today with a draft version of 
the motion, and that he had a few copies available for members of Senate 
who might like to see it. He also explained that while the motion had to do 
with the issues that Senate has been discussing, it focused only on the 
question of procedure as opposed to substance. In addition, he stated that it 
was with considerable regret that he was giving the Notice of Motion; and 
that in doing so, he was calling for suggestions and advice, including advise 


as to whether in fact it should be placed on the Agenda for the Senate 
meeting of 26 May 1992. 


Next Senate Meeting 


92-5-28 Dr. Kenniff advised that the next meeting was a Special Meeting to be held 
at 3:30 pm, Wednesday, 20 May 1992, in the Russell W. Breen Senate 
Chamber; and that the next regular meeting was scheduled to be held at 9:00 
am, Tuesday, 26 May 1992, also in the Senate Chamber. 


Adjournment 
92-5-29 The meeting was adjourned at 5:25 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


